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Abstract
This paper explores the relationship between museum practices and digital technologies by 
focusing on the roles of museum websites. The main thesis asks how museums can best utilize the 
internet to perform their duties in serving the interests, and facilitating the learning processes of 
the public. In order to answer that question, this essay observes how museum websites have been 
perceived and accepted by the general public at different points of technological change within the 
??th and ??st centuries. The findings show that the internet has had a major influence on the way 
people acquire knowledge in the past decades and that many museums do not follow the trends that 
other information sources are leading on the internet. The main problem stems from the fact that many 
museums position themselves as powerful institutions that serve as absolute sources of knowledge. 
However, the internet has changed the way that people learn: people nowadays do not want merely to 
be told, but to be involved in learning conversations, to play an active role as content creators. Only 
when museums discard their conventional practices regarding the dissemination of knowledge will 
they be able to fully contribute to learning in today’s society.
Introduction
In an age where media technologies are continuously evolving, many museums find it necessary 
to adapt themselves to those technologies in order to continue to attract visitors and other 
financial resources. From the ????s onwards, more and more museums have been investing in 
the digitization of their collections. Digital archives serve as an excellent preservation method 
for reproducible artworks such as photography and film (although there are still ongoing debates 
as to whether a digitalized copy can replace the quality and durability of real film prints). In 
the case of archaeological artifacts that cannot be tangibly reproduced, data digitization, such 
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as three-dimensional simulation, makes it easier for professionals and students to analyze the 
shapes and materials of artifacts without harming delicate objects. In this way, the objects and 
data can both be stored and archived effectively, and the digital data can be shared and reused 
among a wider group of researchers without the need for physical barriers (Sakamura). Thus, the 
benefits of employing digital technologies to preserve museum objects and store information are 
obvious; however, preservation is not the only mission with which museums are concerned: it 
is also museums’ duty, “as cultural mediators […] to make heritage material available to a vast 
community and to bridge the gap between them” (ICOM, qtd. in López et al. ???-?). Internet 
technology is undoubtedly the key to making museum collections more accessible to audiences 
from all over the world. Early developments focused on producing digital replicas of museum 
objects and making them accessible on the internet, but while digital presentation of historical 
objects enables many possibilities that were not available in the past, is the virtual museum 
really the future? Will museums be able to avoid the risk of losing their importance as a reliable 
source of knowledge and communication by investing in virtual museum development? How can 
museums best utilize the internet to the benefit of the communities they serve and themselves? 
These are the primary questions that this essay attempts to answer.
What is a Virtual Museum?
According to Virtual Museum Transnational Network (V-Must),
 A virtual museum is a digital entity that draws on the characteristics of a museum, in order 
to complement, enhance, or augment the museum experience through personalization, 
interactivity, and richness of content. Virtual museums can perform as the digital footprint of 
a physical museum, or can act independently, while maintaining the authoritative status as 
bestowed by ICOM [International Council of Museum] in its definition of a museum (V-Must 
Thematic Network qtd. in Hazan et al. ??).
ICOM publishes a definition of museums (as reviewed in ????) on its website which states that: 
 [a] museum is a non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its 
development, open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates 
and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the 
purposes of education, study and enjoyment (ICOM). 
 [a] museum is a non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its 
development, open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates 
and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the 
purposes of education, study and enjoyment (ICOM).
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Though the term “virtual museum” is widely used to refer to digital museums, many 
argue that the interpretation of this term should not be limited only to digital forms of museum 
exhibition. Other researchers, including Antonio M. Battro and Erkki Huhtamo, write about the 
origin of the virtual museum and state that the concept existed long before museum practitioners 
paid any attention to digital technology. They make reference to André Malraux’s idea of 
the “imaginary museum,” or the “museum without walls”, notions that Malraux proposed in 
1947 (Battro 136-47; Huhtamo 122-3). Malraux created an iconic spread: a huge collection 
of photographic reproductions of objects from around the world, an assemblage that carries 
memories and experiences from faraway places. The idea is that such images, recorded in a 
single place at a certain point in time, can be carried to a different location and time, allowing the 
memories to be imparted to people who had no direct contact with the original event; thus, the 
memory that a photo carries is recollected in virtual way at a new time, in new place, by a new 
spectator. Malraux’s work projects a museum without walls: a pre-digital, virtual form of museum 
that makes knowledge accessible to the public without physical restraints. To avoid narrowing 
our analysis, we may be able to look at digital museums as ventures that are highly successful in 
realizing the concept of the virtual museum in a broader sense.
Back when most domestic computers did not have any access to the internet, interactive 
digital museums existed in the form of computer software, printed on CD-ROMs. These CD-
ROMs were sold as complements to exhibitions in museum shops, but in addition to enhancing 
the experiences of museum-goers, they also provided access to remote visitors who did not have 
the opportunity to attend the museum in person; an example of this is Louvre, Palais et Peintures, 
a virtual museum product that has been translated into different languages and sold in numerous 
countries around the world. In case of Japan, “the CD-ROM worked as a true virtual museum 
for many Japanese, who would never have been able to make a physical visit to the famous art 
museum (Machiko Kusahara qtd. in Huhtamo ???).” The main interest of software developers in 
the early ????s was to visualize and offer details about museum collections in the digital format, 
and some of the early software projects used interactive ?D simulation of exhibitions wherein 
one can virtually wander through the interior of the gallery rooms to see the artworks on display. 
Indeed, the enthusiasm for such projects came in equal part from museum professionals and 
software developers, and an example of the latter’s investment in virtual touring can be seen in 
Apple Computer’s “Virtual Museum” project back in the early ????s. Nevertheless, the majority 
of CD-ROMs deliberately eliminate the museum interior, and concentrate only on the artifacts 
and their stories (Huhtamo ???). This tendency makes a more practical research tool in that the 
exclusion of the visual data from the galleries allows a larger selection of museum objects and 
information to be presented in the limited space available on a CD-ROM. As a reference material, 
physical visitors can purchase a CD-ROM to learn more about the exhibits after their visit, or 
pass it to remote visitors whose aim is to study the collection. However, in the case of museums 
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situated in an exquisite building such as the Louvre, introducing the beautiful interior allows 
remote visitors to enjoy an experience closer to the real visit, a richer experience when compared 
to the presentation of a plain array of objects and information. The two approaches offer distinctly 
different types of virtual experiences and serve different purposes. 
The success of those CD-ROMs unfortunately did not last long, as digital technology 
advanced rapidly between the ????s and the new millennium. As domestic internet access 
expanded around the globe, the number of museums that operate their own official website went 
up to ?? percent by ???? (Institute of Museum and Library Services, qtd. in López ???). The 
designs of early web museums were highly influenced by the appearance and functionality of CD-
ROM software; a virtual tour of objects and/or interior simulations were (and still are, in some 
cases) a standard formula for many web museums.
In spite of that, it is still questionable whether the general public is interested in taking a 
virtual exhibition tour when they visit a museum website: although those simulations and digital 
replicas are beneficial to remote visitors whose ability to attend the museum itself is inhibited by 
physical or financial obstacles, it is hard to tell whether museum professionals and people outside 
of academia actually browse through museum websites for the purpose of gaining a museum-
like experience. These days, if an internet user wants to see a digital reproduction of Leonardo da 
Vinci’s “Mona Lisa,” for example, it is more likely that this user will use a search engine such as 
Google Images; he or she can instantly find the image and tagline information about the painting 
from Google’s database or a Wikipedia link. A visit to the official Louvre website is less likely 
to happen to find the Mona Lisa, considering that the visitor will have to take an extended path 
to find it, starting from the homepage and working their way through the site from there. While 
it is possible to use a hyperlink result from a search engine to visit the relevant content page on 
the Louvre site, it must be noted that the order in which search results are presented affects the 
likelihood of visiting a page and the link to the Mona Lisa on the official Louvre website is not 
found within the top five links suggested by Google.com, as of July ??, ????.
With the preceding in mind, I will not be focusing on the digital simulation of museums, nor 
will I be considering the concept of virtual museum in its greater sense. My major concern here is 
the use of internet (especially the use of Web and Web ?.? technologies) with respect to activities 
that museums have been venturing into for the last ?? years, and yet continue to approach from the 
perspective of the “old establishment” museum rather than recognizing the opportunities afforded 
by cyberspace. How museums can make use of the internet technology more effectively, rather than 
simply recreating virtual replicas of museum collections, is a fundamental question that all museums 
should ask at this point, and the answers should be informed by lessons learned from the many 
failed forays into the world of the internet that have taken place over the ??-year history of web 
development within the museum industry. To answer this question, it will be instructive to examine 
the viewpoints of the general visitors, and ask them what they want from museum websites.
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How Visitors Experience Museum Websites
Eight decades later, Walter Benjamin’s ???? essay is still being discussed in many areas, 
including museology. Benjamin claims that there is an “aura” that an original work of art carries 
with it, and while he accepts the rise of mechanical production in the early ??th century, he 
argues that mass-reproduced works such as films and photographs lose this aura through the 
process of reproduction. Some scholars try to prove that the aura can persist in the age of digital 
representation, either by taking refuge in a new form, or from the fact that digital reproduction can 
provide a more accurate copy than those coming from the analog systems used in Benjamin’s day 
(Davis; Mattick). 
What cannot be denied, though, is that the more reproductions of such prominent works 
as the Mona Lisa are distributed around the world, the more audiences yearn to visit the Louvre, 
just to get a glimpse of the original. In ????, Jesse Prinz and team asked participants to imagine 
a scenario in which Mona Lisa had been burnt down to ashes. When participants were asked to 
choose between seeing a perfect replica of the painting and seeing the ashes of the original, ?? per 
cent of them decided that they would rather see the ashes (Prinz qtd. in Bowman ?). It is possible 
that the reason behind their answer is that the participants have seen replicas of the Mona Lisa 
repeatedly through mass media, making the experience of seeing another replica insignificant 
(no matter how perfect it might be). Those countless copies, however, have elevated the value of 
the original and the desire to experience that irreplaceable aura, even when it comes in the form 
of ashes. If we take visitors’ expectations into account, the idea that physical museums can be 
replaced by their virtual/digital counterpart may have to be dismissed (though this does not include 
original online museums that exist exclusively on the internet).
To find out how museum websites can possibly attract online visitors, who can been served 
with all kinds of information from a range of sources in just one click, it seems sensible to begin by 
asking what online visitors need and expect from a museum website. Hence, I am going to analyze 
three audience-analysis surveys, conducted during different periods of the development of the web, 
to see whether the way visitors perceive and use museum websites has changed over the years.
During the late ????s, Suzanne Sarraf and team composed an online research study about 
the activities of internet users and how they think and react to web museums. The surveys were 
distributed on museums’ and news websites, and were also advertised on offline platforms, 
including internet cafes, local libraries, universities and conference venues in the UK, USA and 
Canada (Sarraf ???-?). When participants were asked about what they expect to see on a museum 
website, the majority response was museum’s collections (or online exhibitions). Many people also 
expected to see museums’ brochures on their webpages (Sarraf ???). When asked how museum 
websites could benefit them, ??.?? percent of the participants said that museum websites are most 
beneficial to inform their personal interests (namely “for pleasure,” as some participants refer to 
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a virtual tour of an exhibition as a “virtual vacation”). Only a small percentage of participants 
would use the websites to obtain information about the physical museum (?.?? percent) or to plan 
a future museum visit (?.?? percent). As for educational purposes, only ??.?? percent thought that 
a museum website would be useful for conducting research (Sarraf ???).
Between ???? and ????, Paul F. Marty studied museum websites by adopting the visitors’ 
point-of-view. He distributed an online survey on the websites of six museums in the US, two in 
the UK, and one in Australia. His study shows results that contrast with Sarraf’s, for they suggest 
that the majority of participants use websites for research and educational purposes. The most 
significant finding of Marty’s research is that most visitors clearly understood the distinction 
between physical and digital museums, and create their own ways of using them (in ways that 
were complementary to each other) in order to make the most of the two mediums. According to 
Marty, “online museum visitors have specific preferences for viewing artefacts and exhibits in the 
museum, and for accessing information on the museum’s website [namely, research materials and 
online images]” (??).
Five years later, in ????, Silvia Filippini Fantoni, Rob Stein and Gray Bowman conducted a 
similar research study about the motivation behind online museum visits, taking the Indianapolis 
Museum of Art (IMA) as its sole case study. By ????, the number of visits to the IMA website 
had already surpassed those of physical visits to the museum; however, this did not prove that the 
website was more popular than its physical counterpart, since the web-counter included every click 
that accessed the homepage, and thus the same visitor could have been counted multiple times. It is 
therefore important to dig deeper into the actual activities that people engage in on museum websites.
John H. Falk proposes that, in traditional museums, we can divide visitors into five 
categories according to their motivations: explorer, facilitator, experience seeker, professional/
hobbyist and recharger. Though Falk does not venture into research about online visitors directly, 
he notes that “physical museum goers are seeking experiences—learning experiences perhaps—
but experiences nonetheless. In contrast, the Internet was created for resource-sharing and 
communication. This distinction shapes the current differences in motivation in the two venues” 
(Falk qtd. in Filippini Fantoni, Stein & Bowman). Filippini Fantoni, Stein and Bowman explore 
the motivations of the online visitor more deeply and place them into five categories, and although 
we can see that the idea is adapted from Falk’s methodology, the features are clearly more 
reflective of online museum patrons, who use museum websites to:
- Plan a visit to the museum
- Find specific information for research or professional purposes
- Find specific information for personal interest
- Engage in casual browsing without looking for something specific
-   Make a transaction on the website [namely, a ticket purchase, donation or online 
shopping—if applicable] (Filippini Fantoni, Stein & Bowman).
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Among visitors to the IMA website, ?? percent of the participants were there to plan a physical 
visit to the museum and spent only ?.?? minutes on the website on average. People who visit for 
research and educational purposes (either for professional or personal) make up ?? percent of all 
visitors in total (Filippini Fantoni, Stein & Bowman).
By comparing the three surveys above, we can see that the relationship between visitors and 
museum websites has been evolving in a rather dramatic and surprising way. In the ????s, when 
museum websites (and the internet in general) were still relatively new to general users, visitors 
tended to be excited about exploring virtual exhibition and saw websites as the most effective tool 
to bring museum exhibits to remote visitors. This perspective coincides with the early approaches 
of digital museum development that derived from the CD-ROM software mentioned in the 
earlier part of this essay. Nonetheless, the second phase of museum website development shows 
how rapidly the internet users had got used to the web technologies, and thus saw an increasing 
potential for using museum websites as a tool for educational purposes.
When it has reached the third phase (from around the ????s), however, the popularity of 
museum websites as a research instrument had declined again. What caused this change may be 
the striking increase in online learning opportunities that has arrived with the advancement of Web 
?.? technology. While the web refers to the basic worldwide system of websites that consist of 
one, or one group of content publisher(s), the Web ?.? is a technological revolution that enables 
and emphasizes user-generated content. Moreover, while more and more educational websites 
have been established, the learning tendencies of internet users have also evolved, as demonstrated 
by the increasing popularity of web-blogs, wiki articles, and social media. Museum websites that 
offer information in the form of one-way, linear communication may no longer attract learners as 
much as they did in the past.
Perhaps the most practical function of a museum website remains its most basic purpose: 
a promotional tool for its physical counterpart, in spite of the grand dream of offering virtual 
museum tours that reach out to remote information seekers. Nevertheless, even as a promotional 
tool, museum websites may not be able to compete with external portal websites in which 
potential visitors can gather information about several museums and their exhibitions in one place 
(without having to visit each museum’s official website independently). Take Tokyo Art Beat 
(TAB; <TOKYOARTBEAT.com>), for example: the website compiles a directory of all ongoing, 
upcoming, and past art-related exhibitions in Tokyo, and when the user visits an individual 
page that shows information about each exhibition, essential visiting information, including the 
museum’s opening hours, address (with a pin on GoogleMaps), ticket rates, and so forth, can be 
gathered in a single webpage. Though TAB also includes a direct link to official museum websites, 
it is not necessary to follow the link if the visitor’s purpose is simply to plan a visit. Furthermore, 
TAB allows its users to personalize their account. They can mark the exhibitions and art events 
that they plan to attend, as well as subscribe to the site for customized notifications based on their 
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previous events and interests.
Thus, if museum websites only provide visiting information and exhibition announcements, 
their existence may be rendered redundant by other, more effective platforms. Museums should, 
therefore, rethink how they can use their unique resources to shore up their websites and make 
them a more effective tool to fulfill their duties as an institution. If used appropriately, the world 
wide web can be a magnificent tool, not only as a resource for public education, but also for 
museums to update their approach to education from the wide variety of learning opportunities 
available, thus improving the quality of their service.
How the Internet Teaches Museums about Self-Reflexivity
From the beginning of the ??st century, one topic that has been actively discussed by multiple 
museum scholars is how inclusive museums should be in content creation (Coxall; Hooper-
Greenhill; Marty; Paris; Walsh). Hooper-Greenhill suggests that we differentiate the term 
“learning” from “education” in museum practices because the word education covertly carries a 
connotation of the academic, top-down form of obtaining knowledge that fixates our ideas about 
learning (???). In museums, “[v]isitors experience environments, spaces, collections, exhibitions, 
activities, and social encounters that are frequently rich, unusual, and impressive, and […] 
engage in a continuous process of interpretation in order to make these experiences personally 
meaningful” (???). This means that the best way museums can promote education is to abandon 
its role as an educator in a formal sense, and put more energy into creating an environment that 
encourages visitors to become an active learner.
Perhaps the real problem that museums are facing is not evolving technology, but what Peter 
Walsh calls an “unassailable voice”: a tone and attitude in which museums portray themselves as 
the authority in the field they represent, and may believe or convince themselves that they have 
an absolute right to the position of definitive expert (Walsh ???). Such ego existed long before 
the internet era, when knowledge could only be obtained from a limited number of sources, such 
as museums, city archives, universities, and other educational institutions. Only after we entered 
an era in which information about almost anything can be retrieved whenever and wherever 
an internet access is available has the authoritative stance adopted by traditional sources of 
knowledge been threatened; the ease with which information can now be found carries with it an 
issue of trust, however, and open sources such as Wikipedia have started to encourage contributors 
to use citation systems in their input in order verify that their information comes from a reliable 
source. As museums are not perceived as institutions that offer potentially unreliable information, 
the level of trust they enjoy from the public may encourage the persist with which they portray 
themselves as the custodians of knowledge.
This unassailable or expert voice is an obstacle to obtaining real knowledge, for knowledge, 
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in its nature, should continue to evolve through collaborative discussions and findings (Hooper-
Greenhill; Walsh). If museum professionals position themselves as the sole educator, they will 
become their own enemy, restraining themselves from improving in many ways. This may be one 
of the reasons that museums are being ignored by younger generations, who often see museums as 
old-fashioned institutions, existing as a storehouse for collections of old, unusable objects. Some 
museums take such comments in a new turn to make themselves more entertaining, to the verge 
of becoming an amusement park. Here, opposition is not given to the idea of making the learning 
process more fun, but it should be pointed out that the degree to which museums are entertaining 
may not be the most important issue in the learning experience that they offer. Even before the 
birth of mass entertainment, people were able to visit the theatre and musical performances to 
be entertained. Public museums were not there to serve as amusing distractions, but to quench 
the thirst for knowledge and as a mode of off-school education. The entertainment value should 
therefore be secondary, or at most of equal concern to that of knowledge presentation and 
educational function. The level of enthusiasm that museums garnered from visitors in the past is 
arguably found in the degree to which they can facilitate visitors’ individual interpretations of the 
world and the shaping of their identity; focusing on such elements again could help to restore the 
museum’s status in the community.
Instead of fearing that communication technologies will decrease the value of museums, as 
some museum professionals do, Walsh sees the web as a valuable tool for museums to reflect on 
themselves. The “chaos” of the world wide web is seen by Walsh as a powerful weapon, which 
could be harnessed by museums to rescue themselves from the unassailable voice:
 Unlike other forms of media, which require the coordination of large amounts of money and 
people to work, the Web is in theory at least, open to everyone with access to a computer 
and a modem. The Web has no particular organisation, no hierarchy, no catalogue numbers. 
Thus the Web is like a vast library without librarians, a library that accepts any book or 
manuscript that anyone brings to it, puts it on its shelves, and circulates it at random. (???-?).
Among others who endorse the collaborative learning activities in museums, Howard Besser 
had already predicted this tendency back in ???? (many years before the internet became widely 
adopted by the public). Besser proposed that the “museum will change from a static repository of 
information (akin to an archive) to a more dynamic, interactive information source (more like a 
library)” (qtd. in Schweibenz ???). What the web does is simply remind us of the true, interactive 
nature of learning, and makes it easier for people to form such collaborative learning environments 
all over the world. Because learners have been able to formulate their own learning communities 
in the past decade, museums, with their reluctance to adapt, tended to be left behind.
One way that museums can encourage public involvement in content generation is to adopt 
“object-centered” approaches. Instead of focusing only on information about the objects that 
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museum professionals have to offer, it may be more elaborative to reach out to fresh intakes from 
the general public, especially those who have direct or inherited connections to the objects; in 
other words, to use the objects to create a conversation. Coxall suggests that it is not impossible 
to reach out to all potential audiences as long as we “have open minds about the purpose and 
responsibility of museums. By consulting communities, we facilitate interpretation while serving 
the community concerned” (???-?). Moreover, Coxall states that:
 The way forward is to take time to trace people at source and “in the field” rather than just 
focusing on internal concerns of collection and “receive” stories; also to relax control of 
interpretation in order to enable people to tell their own stories. This will enable people to 
articulate the way the objects were (and still are) viewed by those people to whom they once 
belonged, and to enable a global, rather than mono-centric perspective of history. (???).
Nowadays, we live in a globalised society where people have come to accept that there is no single 
narrative about an object or a story, and for that reason, the “truth” is plural: there may be multiple 
versions of it. The internet challenges and embraces people with curiosity, encouraging them to 
offer their own version of “truth” or what Walsh calls “facts”, in the sense of “the internet facts.” 
The line between reality and opinion is blurred without a publisher to act as an authority. Although 
it may be dangerous to believe information we find on the internet, with enough media literacy, 
we tend to consume these internet facts with more caution and curiosity than information retrieved 
from sources we believe to be absolutely reliable (such as museum labels and catalogues).
Information shared on the internet contains a sense of trust and distrust at the same time, 
but this is not a negative thing. The acceptance-with-caution of information presented by the 
internet community loosens up the sense of control and gives people more confidence to share 
their versions of stories, and their thoughts and opinions about certain topics or objects. Posts and 
comments on Web ?.? platforms do not necessarily reveal the real identity of the publishers; indeed, 
several platforms on the Web ?.? give us the freedom to voice the thoughts of an individual without 
being afraid of public judgment, as we do not have to be called an “expert” to publish a text. It 
may be true that many of those self-acclaimed internet facts posted by anonymous users are mere 
conspiracy theories or even lies conjured out of nowhere, but the freedom to share information 
without presenting one’s own identity can also benefit the learning process in the community. Other 
participants are also inspired to correct and further discuss one another’s stories openly.
This type of interactive learning creates communal discussions, open to anyone who has 
access to the platform. Again, the content of the discussions may or may not be reliable, but the 
concern here is that technology opens up the possibility for all learners to discard their social or 
professional statuses and equally share their thoughts about the subject matters. Such discussions, 
if treated open-mindedly, bring more personal and communal meanings to the way we learn things 
and contribute to the body of knowledge.
Museum Websites beyond the Digital Reproduction of Museums
303
The Future of Museum Websites
It is impossible to predict what museum websites will be like in the future, even within five to ten 
years, as we have already seen how technologies and user experiences have rapidly evolved in 
the past decade. Nevertheless, both physical and digital formats of the museum will continue to 
develop, and learning experiences at museums and on their websites will likely become less linear 
and more interactive.
Three primary natures of the world wide web that can affect and should be utilized in order 
to endorse the changes in the organization of museums include its unstable dynamic; the Web ?.?’s 
ability to embrace real-time, multiway communications; and the ability to be used without the time 
and physical constraints associated with in vivo museum attendance (Walsh ???-?). Museums 
should take advantage of these qualities to regularly update and modify their websites, together 
with their physical and online visitors, so that the museum can continue to serve the interests of 
the general public and create more potential visitors in the future. Marty proposes that museums 
can engage visitor interaction before, during, and after an exhibition visit by promoting online 
activities that visitors can participate in outside the museum’s opening hours, such as offering 
more extensive data and community discussions that are related to exhibition topics (??).
In practice, many museums have already welcomed the new and dynamic formats of 
collaborative knowledge-building on their websites. In their studies about the use of Web ?.? 
systems by museum websites, Ximena López, Ilaria Margapoti, Roberto Maragliano, and Giuseppe 
Bove mention two museums that adopt and experiment with Web ?.? technologies in order to 
engage their online visitors as co-content creators. The first example is the San Francisco Museum 
of Modern Art’s (SFMOMA) Space Blog project in ????. The Space Blog generates a platform for 
general visitors to publish content, discuss and exchange information, and present their opinions 
about the museum in an open manner. Another good example is that the Newark Museum offers 
information in the form of a wiki as a complement to specific exhibitions (a wiki is a web platform 
that allows multiple users to co-author, re-edit and publish the content in real-time). Since the 
wiki can be co-authored and edited by the public, Newark proves its point that museum content 
does not only have to be created in a one-sided fashion by museum professionals, but can also be 
discussed openly with and by the general public (López et al. ???).
The two examples above and many other museums in the US and the UK have successfully 
demonstrated that there are enthusiasts all over the globe ready to be part of the project, and create 
an active community of learners using resources that museums possess. Museums do not entirely 
lose their roles, as they also have to be active in enabling accessibility to the objects and data 
that they have, and keep inviting and encouraging more users to become engaged. Censorship 
can also be made by museum professionals, if necessary, but not in a way that discourages open 
engagement from the outside. These examples also prove that such approaches do not necessarily 
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harm the status of museum as an educational source, but many museums still reject this new 
tendency. López and her co-researchers claim that old-establishment European museums do not 
embrace such practices because they still believe firmly in their high institutional status (???). For 
future research, it may be interesting to look into museums on other continents, such as Asia and 
Africa, where the history of museums is not as long and well-established as it is in Europe and 
America.
Beyond stimulating the conversations among visitors, museum websites also have the 
ability to strengthen the sense of community, which is one of the fundamental duties of museums. 
Robert R. Archibald suggests that globalization makes it possible for urban residents to stay in one 
place and complete their work tasks without having to be physically present at a foreign business 
location. He claims that people residing in an urban area tend to get used to their environment 
and want to become part of their local community (???). However, I would argue for an opposite 
approach, since there are other groups of professionals whose personal choice is to move around 
the globe while they belong to their “professional community” in a virtual sense, rather than a 
physical one. If community-building is a primary task of museums and other public spaces in a 
physical sense, museum websites have the potential to carry out the same task digitally, but in 
a broader sense, to build a community of learners, researchers, and professionals who share the 
same interests but reside in different places around the globe. The exchange of perspectives and 
cultural backgrounds will then create a great opportunity for all members to learn equally. Franklin 
W. Robinson predicts that museums that belong to the same city will increase their number of 
collaborative projects in future (???), but with the internet technologies, collaboration does not 
have to be restricted to museums that share the same location, but can include museums that share 
the same interests around the globe. These joint-projects can easily be created and accessed on 
web platforms, enabling the community of learners to grow bigger and stronger.
Conclusions
Digital technologies have been involved in museum practices for several decades now, and while 
offline use of digitized data and multimedia technologies are well-integrated with artifacts and 
storytelling in the physical museum, many museums face problems when it comes to their online 
practice.
Museums can use the internet as a fruitful tool to serve the interests of the public, but in 
order to do so, museums should concern themselves less with their authority with respect to the 
dissemination of knowledge, and listen to what their visitors need from them. As technologies 
develop rapidly, trends among internet users evolve at a similar speed, reflected in the ever-
changing roles that visitors expect museum websites to perform.
With so many websites providing overlapping information on the internet, it is difficult for 
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the internet users to point out which website can be considered online museums and which cannot. 
Moreover, an official website that belongs to an existing museum may be redundant if it provides 
only limited visiting and exhibition information, as there are more functional platforms that collect 
all relevant logistical information from multiple museums in one place (such as TAB and other, 
similar portal sites); however, while this kind of website may have the privilege of carrying a 
museum’s brand with it, such websites cannot be called a web museum on their own, for they lack 
the museum’s basic values and functionalities.
One thing that museums can and should do on the internet is reach out to potential 
collaborators, including other museums, fan communities, independent researchers, and students. 
Small museums with limited resources may find collaboration with the enthusiastic public more 
practical than hiring a professional within their community to build a non-dynamic website. With 
the resources that museums have (in terms of accessibility to information and their perceived 
reliability), they may be able to attract non-professional internet enthusiasts, who are eager to learn 
and experiment, to collaborate in online projects, which will come back to benefit the museum by 
raising its status as a true learning source that can effectively serve the public.
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